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Detailed Action 



1 . This office action is in response to an AMENDMENT entered May 9, 2006 for the 
patent application 10/685446 filed on October 10, 2003. 



2. The First Office Action of February 15, 2006 is fully incorporated into this Final 
Office Action by reference. 



Status of Claims 

3 Claims 1-24 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. In these 6 claims, the terms, 'diagnosis value', 
'recommendation value' and 'education value' were in the claims only and not in the 
specification. These terms have no defined parameters in the specification. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 17, 18, 10, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) (hereinafter referred to as Frees) being anticipated by Frees et 
al., U.S. Patent Publication 20030149681. 

Claims 1, 9. 

Frees anticipates providing one or more topics of concern to the collaboration 
(Frees, 1J0010); level, the collaboration level indicative of collaboration among the 
plurality of team members, the team members being users, the collaboration 
including interaction between the users in achieving a goal of a mission (Frees, 
abstract; Interaction' of applicant is accomplished by 'communication with a computer 
network' of Frees.); providing one or more facets or aspects and/or characteristics of 
the one or more topics in the form of one or more selectable choices or answers 
(Frees, 1J0123; 'Choices or answers' of applicant is equivalent to 'evaluate the 
likelihood of success of an idea' of Frees.); receiving from one of the plurality of team 
members a selection of one or more choices or answers (Frees, ; and10123 and 
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^0124; Team members' of applicant is equivalent to 'group members' of Frees. 
'Receiving from one...' of applicant is accomplished by the 'survey tool' of Frees.) 
generating collaboration advice based on knowledge data and the selection of the one 
or more choices or answers, the knowledge data comprising general collaboration 
knowledge which when combined with user input enables computation of an evaluation 
value for each of the one or more choices and collaboration level information associated 
with each of the one or more choices. (Frees, 1J0122 and U0123; 'Collaboration advice' 
of applicant is accomplished by 'significance test' of Frees.) 

Claims 3, 7, 11, 19, 23 

Frees anticipates information regarding goal understanding that includes knowing 
what a customer or a team member wants or what the goal of the mission is (Frees, 
fl0101): information regarding understanding of team member roles, tasks and 
schedule, including knowing who is supposed to do what and when, and with what 
information and resources (Frees, ^J0 191; 'Understanding of team member roles' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'assign actions in the action register' of Frees.); information 
regarding understanding of tasks, goals, and resource dependencies, including knowing 
how resources and tasks impact goal achievement (Frees, 1J0091; Frees illustrates how 
understanding of a task (forgot password) is resolved by 'user answer answers the 
question and is reminded of his password' is demonstrated and impact of the goal 
achievement is obtained.); information regarding understanding characteristics and 
aspects of other team members, including knowing other team members' backgrounds, 
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capabilities and preferences (Frees, fl0101 and 1J0102; Frees illustrates the creation of 
a team includes a members 'background'.); information regarding understanding of 
team business rules, the team business rules including effective or agreed upon rules 
for team members to interact with each other (Frees, TJ01 04; 'Understanding of the 
team business rules' of applicant is equivalent to 'define the work' of Frees.); 
information regarding team member task skills (Frees, 1J0101; 'Member task skills' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'background' of Frees.), including knowing how to do, 
assigned work (Frees, 1J0232; 'Knowing how to do' of applicant is accomplished by 
accessing the 'knowledge base' of Frees.); information regarding team and team 
member activity awareness, including knowing tasks other team members are doing 
(Frees, ^01 24; 'knowing tasks of other team members' of applicant is equivalent to 
'survey tool' of Frees.) and needs for doing the tasks (Frees, 1J0232; 'Needs for doing 
tasks' is accomplished by accessing the 'knowledge base' of Frees.); information 
regarding understanding of external situation, including knowing status of people, things 
and events outside the team and projecting future changes therein (Frees, ^0123; 
'Understanding of external situation' of applicant is equivalent to 'understanding conflict 
around an issue' of Frees.; information regarding current task assessment and 
management, including keeping tasks on track, knowing how well own and others' tasks 
are progressing, and when to offer help (Frees, 1J0149; 'Current task assignment' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'here and now' status of Frees.); information regarding mutual 
understanding, including knowing what others team members understand and knowing 
if they agree or disagree with a given team member's understanding (Frees, 'Agree or 
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disagree' of applicant is accomplished with Voting/rating' tool of Frees.); information 
regarding plan assessment, including predicting whether a plan will still enable the team 
to achieve the goal, knowing inter-task projections, or knowing plan prospects and 
danger points (Frees, 1J0123; Predicting whether a plan will still enable the team to 
achieve the goal' of applicant is equivalent to likelihood of success' of Frees.): and 
understanding of decisions drivers, including knowledge and applying criteria for 
selecting an action, ascertaining the criteria, knowledge deadlines for decisions to be 
made, understanding and handling uncertainty, and knowledge of which team members 
and/or non-team members to involve. (Frees, abstract; 'Creating an collaborative 
environment' and offering Varying degrees of structure' of Frees offers knowledge, 
criteria, deadlines, and team members abilities of applicant.) 

Claim 5. 

Frees anticipates identifying one or more topics and issues of concern to the 
collaboration level (Frees, J[0010),the collaboration level indicative of collaboration 
among the plurality of team members, the team members being users, the collaboration 
including interaction between the users in achieving a goal of a mission (Frees, 
abstract; 'Interaction' of applicant is accomplished by 'communication with a computer 
network' of Frees.); providing one or more aspects, facets and/or characteristics of each 
of the one or more topics in the form of one or more selectable choices or answers 
(Frees, ^01 23; 'Choices or answers' of applicant is equivalent to 'evaluate the 
likelihood of success of an idea' of Frees.); receiving from the first member a first 
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selection of the one or more choices or answers in response to the one or more topics, 
the first selection including the first member's agreement or disagreement (Frees, 
H0124 and 1J0125; 'Survey tool' and 'voting/rating tool' of Frees enables all members to 
be contacted and asked to vote (agree or disagree) on any given issue.); receiving from 
the second member a second selection of the one or more choices or answers in 
response to the one or more topics, the second selection including the second 
member's agreement or disagreement (Frees, 1J0124 and 1J0125; 'Survey tool' and 
'voting/rating tool' of Frees enables all members to be contacted and asked to vote 
(agree or disagree) on any given issue.); receiving from additional team members who 
choose to participate their agreement or disagreement with the one or more topics 
(Frees, fl01 24 and 1J0125; 'Survey tool' and 'voting/rating tool' of Frees enables all 
members to be contacted and asked to vote (agree or disagree) on any given issue.); 
and generating a team-view evaluation level including diagnosis and recommendations 
based on the knowledge data and an aggregation and analysis of the 
agreement/disagreement from all team members who choose to participate, the 
evaluation value being a diagnosis for the team of team knowledge deficiencies, the 
recommendations being ways to remedy the knowledge deficiencies. (Frees, abstract, 
H0124 and 1J01 25; 'Generating a team-view evaluation' of applicant is equivalent to 
'arrive at a collaboratively derived decision' of Frees. 'Survey tool' and 'voting/rating tool' 
of Frees enables all members to be contacted and asked to vote (agree or disagree) on 
any given issue.) 
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Claim 6. 

Frees anticipates generating at least one of a list of concerns agreed by a majority of 
team members and a list of concerns agreed by a minority of team members, and 
generating a list of recommendations as part of a team view. (Frees, 1J0149; Note — a list of 
concerns generated by a majority of members and a list of concerns generated buy a 
minority of members combined is nothing more than a list of concerns, list of concerns' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'concerns related to the focus' of Frees.) 

Claim 17. 

Frees anticipates an interfacing circuit, routine or application (Frees, ^0081 ; 
Interfacing circuit' of applicant is equivalent to 'graphical user interface" of Frees.); an 
individual evaluating circuit, routine or application (Frees, 110152; 'Individual evaluation 
circuit' of applicant is equivalent to 'vision elements' of Frees.); and a database that 
stores one or more topics and issues of concern to the collaboration level, one or more 
choices or answers relating to each of the one or more topics (Frees, ^01 18; 'Database' 
of applicant is equivalent to 'knowledge base' of Frees.), knowledge data comprising 
general collaboration knowledge which when combined with user input enables computation 
of an evaluation value for each of the one or more topics and collaboration level information 
associated with each of the one or more choices or answers, the collaboration level indicative 
of collaboration among the plurality of team members, the team members being users, the 
collaboration including interaction between the users in achieving a goal of a mission (Frees, 
abstract and ^01 23; 'Interaction' of applicant is accomplished by 'communication with a 
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computer network' of Frees. 'Choices or answers' of applicant is equivalent to 'evaluate 
the likelihood of success of an idea' of Frees.): wherein: the interfacing circuit, routine or 
application displays the one or more topics and the one or more aspects, facets and/or 
characteristics, and receives from one of the plurality of team members a selection of the one 
or more aspects, facets or characteristics (Frees, 1J0081, 1J00124, ^01 25; The interface 
coupled to the survey tool and voting/rating tool enables this to occur.); and the individual 
evaluating circuit, routine or application generates collaboration advice based on the 
knowledge data and the selection of the one or more aspects, facets and/or characteristics. 
(Frees, 1J00152; 'Collaboration advice 1 of applicant is equivalent to 'conversation tool' of 
Frees. 'Individual evaluating circuit' of applicant is equivalent to Vision element' of Frees.) 

Claim 18. 

Frees anticipates wherein the individual evaluating circuit, routine or application 
generates a diagnosis based on an analysis of team behaviors, impediments to 
acquiring needed team knowledge, process suggestions and possible tool suggestions. 
(Frees, 1J0152; 'Individual evaluation circuit' of applicant is equivalent to 'vision 
elements' of Frees.) 

Claim 21. 

Frees anticipates an interfacing circuit, routine or application (Frees, 1J0081 ; 
Interfacing circuit' of applicant is equivalent to 'graphical user interface" of Frees.); a 
team evaluating circuit, routine or application (Frees, 1101 52; Team evaluation circuit' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'shared vision elements' of Frees.); and a database that stores 
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one or more topics of concern to the collaboration level, one or more aspects, facets 
and/or characteristics of the one or more topics (Frees, ^01 18; 'Database' of applicant 
is equivalent to 'knowledge base' of Frees.), and knowledge data comprising an 
evaluation value for each of the one or more topics and collaboration level information 
associated with each of the one or more aspects, facets and/or characteristics, the 
collaboration level indicative of collaboration among the plurality of team members, the 
team members being users, the collaboration including interaction between the users in 
achieving a goal of a mission (Frees, abstract and fl0123; 'Interaction' of applicant is 
accomplished by 'communication with a computer network' of Frees.); wherein: the 
interfacing circuit (Frees, 1J0081; 'Interfacing circuit' of applicant is equivalent to 
'graphical user interface" of Frees.), routine or application displays the one or more 
topics and the one or more choices or answers, receives from the first member a first 
selection of the one or more choices answers, receives from the second member a 
second selection of the one or more choices or answers, and receives from additional 
members who choose to participate additional selections of choices or answers( Frees, 
110124 and 1J0125; 'Survey tool' and 'voting/rating tool' of Frees enables all members to 
be contacted and asked to vote (agree or disagree) on any given issue.); and the team 
evaluating circuit, routine or application generates a team-view by assembling and 
analyzing input from all team members who choose to participate. (Frees, 1J0124 
||0125; 'Survey tool' and 'voting/rating' of Frees enables this to occur. Team-view' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'results' of Frees.) 
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Claim 22. 

Frees anticipates wherein the team evaluating circuit, routine or application 
generates a least one of a list of concerns agreed to by a majority of team members, a 
list of concerns agreed to by a minority of team members, and a list of potential 
concerns which all team members disagree with. (Frees, ^0149; Note — a list of concerns 
generated by a majority of members and a list of concerns generated buy a minority of 
members combined is nothing more than a list of concerns. 'List of concerns' of applicant is 
equivalent to 'concerns related to the focus' of Frees.) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



Claims 2, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frees as set forth above, in view of Flores. (U. S. Patent Publication 
20030036939, referred to as Flores) 
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Claim 2. 

Frees fails to particularly call for generating collaboration advice comprises 
generating a team knowledge diagnosis based on an assessment of knowledge 
risks and symptoms of inadequate knowledge, and generating from the diagnosis 
specific process and tool recommendations for correcting knowledge problems 
identified by the diagnosis, wherein the symptoms include warning signs. 

Flores teaches generating collaboration advice comprises generating a team 
knowledge diagnosis based on an assessment of knowledge risks(Flores, 1J0020; 
'Assessment of knowledge risks' of applicant is equivalent to 'risk indicator' of 
Flores.) and symptoms of inadequate knowledge, and generating from the diagnosis 
specific process (Flores, fl0028; 'Inadequate knowledge' of applicant is equivalent to 
'inspection processes are not as through as desired' of Flores.) and tool 
recommendations for correcting knowledge problems identified by the diagnosis 
(Flores, fl0012; Tool recommendation' of applicant is equivalent to 'tools needed for 
the maintenance' of Flores.), wherein the symptoms include warning signs. (Flores, 
1J0012; 'Warning sign' of applicant is equivalent to 'symptom' of Flores.) It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Frees by generating advice based on team 
evaluations as taught by Flores to generate collaboration advice comprises generating a 
team knowledge diagnosis based on an assessment of knowledge risks and 
symptoms of inadequate knowledge, and generating from the diagnosis specific 
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process and tool recommendations for correcting knowledge problems identified by 
the diagnosis, wherein the symptoms include warning signs. 

For the purpose of using the team's viewpoint as a starting point for problem 
solving gives the advantage multiple viewpoints so a critical detail will be less likely to 
be missed as it would if only a single person viewpoint were to be used. 

Claim 10. 

Frees fails to particularly call for instructions for automatically generating a 
diagnosis of knowledge deficiencies, drawing on the knowledge data of warning signs 
and environmental risks of knowledge deficiencies, and for automatically generating 
advice consisting of one or more process suggestions and possible tool suggestions to 
remedy these deficiencies. 

Flores teaches instructions for automatically generating a diagnosis of knowledge 
deficiencies, drawing on the knowledge data of warning signs and environmental risks 
of knowledge deficiencies, and for automatically generating advice consisting of one or 
more process suggestions and possible tool suggestions to remedy these deficiencies. 
(Flores, fl0024, 1J0020, H0028 and 1J0012; 'Diagnosis' of applicant is equivalent to 
'repair' of Flores. 'Assessment of knowledge risks' of applicant is equivalent to 'risk 
indicator' of Flores. 'Inadequate knowledge' of applicant is equivalent to 'inspection 
processes are not as through as desired' of Flores. Tool recommendation' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'tools needed for the maintenance' of Flores. 'Warning 
sign' of applicant is equivalent to 'symptom' of Flores.) It would have been obvious to 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,446 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2129 

a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to modify the 
teachings of Frees by determining weaknesses in knowledge domain and finding 
solutions for the deficiencies as taught by Flores have instructions for automatically 
generating a diagnosis of knowledge deficiencies, drawing on the knowledge data of 
warning signs and environmental risks of knowledge deficiencies, and for automatically 
generating advice consisting of one or more process suggestions and possible tool 
suggestions to remedy these deficiencies. 

For the purpose of filling the gaps in the knowledge domain so a improved 
outcome will result. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.SC 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4, 8, 12, 20, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Frees, as set forth above, and further in view of UAIIier. (U. S. Patent 

Publication 20030129575, referred to as UAIIier) 



Claims 4, 8, 12, 20, 24. 
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Frees fails to particularly call for a diagnosis value indicative of team knowledge 
deficiencies 

L'Allier teaches a diagnosis value indicative of team knowledge deficiencies. 
(L'Allier, fl0043; Value' of applicant is equivalent to 'percent' of L'Allier.) It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Frees by generating a value that corresponds to the 
amount of team knowledge as taught by L'Allier to have a diagnosis value indicative of 
team knowledge deficiencies 

For the purpose of knowing much improving of the team is required to fulfill a 
given task. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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Claims 13, 14, 15, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Frees, in view of L'Allier. (U. S. Patent Publication 20030149681, referred to as 
Frees; U. S. Patent Publication 20030129575, referred to as L'Allier) 

Claim 13. 

Frees teaches identifying topics and issues of concern to the collaboration level 
(Frees, fl0010), the collaboration level indicative of collaboration among the plurality of 
team members, the team members being users, the collaboration including interaction 
between the users in achieving a goal of a mission (Frees, abstract; Interaction' of 
applicant is accomplished by 'communication with a computer network' of Frees.); 
instructions for presenting to the user and recording statements to which the user is 
asked to agree or disagree with (Frees, 1J0124 and 1J0125; 'Survey tool' and 
Voting/rating tool' of Frees enables all members to be contacted and asked to vote 
(agree or disagree) on any given issue.); instructions for receiving from the first member 
a first selection of the one or more choices or answers, and for receiving from the 
second member a second selection of the one or more choices or answers (Frees, 
110123; 'Choices or answers' of applicant is equivalent to 'evaluate the likelihood of 
success of an idea' of Frees.); and instructions for receiving choices or answers from 
additional members who choose to participate (Frees, 1J0124; 'Survey tool' of Frees 
enables this to occur.) , and instructions for generating a team-view based on 
knowledge data, the input from all team members who choose to participate (Frees, 
1J01 24; 'Survey tool' of Frees enables this to occur.), and methods for aggregating and 
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statiscally analyzing team member input (Frees, 1J0080), a prioritized list of the most 
important issues to attend to in education, discussion (Frees, ^0055). 

Frees does not teach the team view being a diagnosis of team knowledge 
deficiencies a detailed listing of areas of agreement and disagreement among team 
members, and recommendation categories, and a set of remedies to the knowledge 
deficiencies. 

L'Allier teaches the team view being a diagnosis of team knowledge deficiencies 
(L'Allier, 1J0003), a detailed listing of areas of agreement and disagreement among 
team members, and recommendation categories, and a set of remedies to the 
knowledge deficiencies. (L'Allier, ^0003; 'Recommendation categories, and a set of 
remedies' of applicant is equivalent to 'skills upgrades' of L'Allier.) It would have been 
obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
modify the teachings of Frees by finding faults with the knowledge domain and finding a 
remedy as taught by L'Allier to have the team view being a diagnosis of team 
knowledge deficiencies a detailed listing of areas of agreement and disagreement 
among team members, and recommendation categories, and a set of remedies to the 
knowledge deficiencies. 

For the purpose of filling the gaps in the knowledge domain for a improved final 

result. 



Claim 14. 
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Frees teaches wherein the instructions for generating a team-view comprise 
instructions for generating at least one of a list of concerns agreed to by a majority of 
team members a list of concerns agreed to by a minority of team members, and a list of 
potential concerns which all team members disagree with. (Frees, 1J0149; Note — a list of 
concerns generated by a majority of members and a list of concerns generated buy a 
minority of members combined is nothing more than a list of concerns, list of concerns' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'concerns related to the focus' of Frees.) 

Claims 15. 

Frees anticipates information regarding goal understanding that includes knowing 
what a customer or a team member wants or what the goal of the mission is (Frees, 
1J0101): information regarding understanding of team member roles, tasks and 
schedule, including knowing who is supposed to do what and when, and with what 
information and resources (Frees, ^01 91; 'Understanding of team member roles' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'assign actions in the action register' of Frees.); information 
regarding understanding of tasks, goals, and resource dependencies, including knowing 
how resources and tasks impact goal achievement (Frees, TJ0091; Frees illustrates how 
understanding of a task (forgot password) is resolved by 'user answer answers the 
question and is reminded of his password' is demonstrated and impact of the goal 
achievement is obtained.); information regarding understanding characteristics and 
aspects of other team members, including knowing other team members' backgrounds, 
capabilities and preferences (Frees, j[0101 and 1J0102; Frees illustrates the creation of 
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a team includes a members 'background'.); information regarding understanding of 
team business rules, the team business rules including effective or agreed upon rules 
for team members to interact with each other (Frees, ^01 04; 'Understanding of the 
team business rules' of applicant is equivalent to 'define the work' of Frees.); 
information regarding team member task skills (Frees, 1J0101; 'Member task skills' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'background' of Frees.), including knowing how to do, 
assigned work (Frees, ^0232; 'Knowing how to do' of applicant is accomplished by 
accessing the 'knowledge base' of Frees.); information regarding team and team 
member activity awareness, including knowing tasks other team members are doing 
(Frees, 1J01 24; 'knowing tasks of other team members' of applicant is equivalent to 
'survey tool' of Frees.) and needs for doing the tasks (Frees, fl0232; 'Needs for doing 
tasks' is accomplished by accessing the 'knowledge base' of Frees.); information 
regarding understanding of external situation, including knowing status of people, things 
and events outside the team and projecting future changes therein (Frees, 1J0123; 
'Understanding of external situation' of applicant is equivalent to 'understanding conflict 
around an issue' of Frees.; information regarding current task assessment and 
management, including keeping tasks on track, knowing how well own and others' tasks 
are progressing, and when to offer help (Frees, 1J0149; 'Current task assignment' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'here and now' status of Frees.); information regarding mutual 
understanding, including knowing what others team members understand and knowing 
if they agree or disagree with a given team member's understanding (Frees, 'Agree or 
disagree' of applicant is accomplished with 'voting/rating' tool of Frees.); information 
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regarding plan assessment, including predicting whether a plan will still enable the team 
to achieve the goal, knowing inter-task projections, or knowing plan prospects and 
danger points (Frees, 1J0123; Predicting whether a plan will still enable the team to 
achieve the goal' of applicant is equivalent to likelihood of success' of Frees.): and 
understanding of decisions drivers, including knowledge and applying criteria for 
selecting an action, ascertaining the criteria, knowledge deadlines for decisions to be 
made, understanding and handling uncertainty, and knowledge of which team members 
and/or non-team members to involve. (Frees, abstract; 'Creating an collaborative 
environment' and offering 'varying degrees of structure' of Frees offers knowledge, 
criteria, deadlines, and team members abilities of applicant.) 

Claims 16. 

Frees does not teach a diagnosis value indicative of team knowledge 
deficiencies. 

L'Allier teaches a diagnosis value indicative of team knowledge deficiencies. 
(L'Allier, 1J0043; Value' of applicant is equivalent to 'percent' of L'Allier.) It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Frees by generating a value that corresponds to the 
amount of team knowledge as taught by L'Allier to have a diagnosis value indicative of 
team knowledge deficiencies 

For the purpose of knowing much improving of the team is required to fulfill a 
given task. 
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Response to Arguments 



5. Applicant's arguments filed on May 9, 2006 for claims A-Z have been fully 
considered but are not persuasive. 



6. In reference to the Applicant's argument: 

Claims 1 -24 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, claims 1 , 3, 5, 7, 9, 1 1 , 
13, 15, 17, 19, 21 and 23 are amended to recite additional features disclosed in the 
specification at, for example, paragraphs [0020], [0040] and [01 16] - [0128]. Claims 1- 
24 are amended for better clarity. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. 

Applicant thanks Examiner Coughlan for the courtesy extended to Applicant's 
representative, Mr. Luo, during the May 4, 2006 personal interview. The substance of 
the personal interview is incorporated in the following remarks. 

The Office Action rejects claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Office Action asserts that the terms "diagnosis value," "recommendation value," 
and "education value" are not in the specification. However, these terms are discussed 
in the specification at, for example, paragraph [01 14]. 

In view of the above, the terms "diagnosis value," "recommendation value" and 
"education value" are described in the specification. Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, is 
respectfully requested. 

Examiner's response: 

Below is paragraph 1J01 14 

[0114] As shown in FIG. 18, the evaluation system 1700 is, in various exemplary 
embodiments, implemented on a programmed general-purpose computer. However, the 
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evaluation system 1700 can also be implemented on a special-purpose computer, a 
programmed microprocessor or microcontroller and peripheral integrated circuit 
elements, an ASAIC or other integrated circuits, a digital signal processor (DSP), a hard 
wired electronic or logic circuit such as a discrete element circuit, a programmable logic 
device such as a PLD, PLA, FPGA or PAL, or the like. In general, any device capable of 
implementing a finite state machine that is in turn capable of implementing the 
flowcharts showing in FIGS. 1 and 2 can be used to implement the evaluation system 
1700. 

The terms "diagnosis value," "recommendation value," and "education value" are 
not in the specification. First Office Action applies. 



7. In reference to the Applicant's argument: 

Marvin discloses objective evaluation of a business entity's real estate situation 
and condition and assisting in individual in making a selection amongst a plurality of 
choice items. See paragraphs [0013] and [0014]. However, Marvin does not disclose 
or suggest "collaboration level indicative of collaboration among the plurality of team 
members, the team members being users, the collaboration including interaction 
between the users in achieving a goal of a mission." Therefore, Marvin does not 
disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17 and 21. 

Noble discloses a Schema structure having a range defined by slot constraints. See 
page 474, col. 1, lines 46-57. However, Noble does not disclose or suggest 
"collaboration level indicative of collaboration among the plurality of team members, 
the team members being users, the collaboration including interaction between the 
users in achieving a goal of a mission." Thus, Noble does not supply the subject 
matter lacking in Marvin. 

Furthermore, Flores, Beer, Miall, Schaffer, Stewart, Noble2, Peng, Richardson and 
Dool do not disclose or suggest "collaboration level indicative of collaboration among 
the plurality of team members, the team members being users, the collaboration 
including interaction between the users in achieving a goal of a mission." Therefore, 
Flores, Beer, Miall, Schaffer, Stewart, Noble 2, Peng, Richardson and Dool do not 
supply the subject matter lacking in Marvin. 

For at least the above reasons, Marvin, Noble, Flores, Beer, Miall, Schaffer, Stewart, 
Noble 2, Peng, Richardson and Dool, either individually or in combination, do not 
disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17 and 21. 
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Examiner's response: 

Frees addresses the issue of "collaboration level indicative of collaboration 
among the plurality of team members, the team members being users, the 
collaboration including interaction between the users in achieving a goal of a mission." 
In the abstract of Frees, 'collaboration level' of applicant is equivalent to 
'collaboratively derived decision' and 'Interaction between users' of applicant is 
accomplished by the 'collaborative environment' of Frees. 



8. In reference to the Applicant's argument: 

Claims 2-4, 6-8, 10-12, 14-16, 18-20, and 22-24 are each patentable in view of 
the patentability of claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17 and 20, from which they respectively depend, 
as well as for additional features they recite. For example, Marvin, Noble, Flores, 
Beer, Miall, Schaffer, Stewart, Noble 2, Peng, Richardson and Dool, either individually 
or in combination, do not disclose or suggest "wherein the knowledge data includes: 

1 - information regarding goal understanding that includes knowing what a customer or a 
team member wants or what the goal of the mission is; 

2- information regarding understanding of team member roles, tasks and schedule, 
including knowing who is supposed to do what and when, and with what information and 
resources; 

3- information regarding understanding of tasks, goals, and resource dependencies, 
including knowing how resources and tasks impact goal achievement; 

4- information regarding understanding characteristics and aspects of other team 
members, including knowing other team members' backgrounds, capabilities and 
preferences; 

5- information regarding understanding of team business rules, the team business rules 
including effective or agreed upon rules for team members to interact with each other; 
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6- information regarding team member task skills, including knowing how to do assigned 
work; 

7- information regarding team and team member activity awareness, including knowing 
tasks other team members are doing and needs for doing the tasks; 

8- information regarding understanding of external situation, including knowing status of 
people, things and events outside the team and projected future changes therein 

9- information regarding current task assessment and management, including keeping 
tasks on track, knowing how well own and others' tasks are progressing, and when to 
offer help; 

10- information regarding mutual understanding, including knowing what other team 
members understand and knowing if they agree or disagree with a given team 
member's understanding; 

11 - information regarding plan assessment, including predicting whether a plan will still 
enable the team to achieve the goal, knowing inter-task projections, or knowing plan 
prospects and danger points; and 

12- understanding of decisions drivers, including knowledge and applying criteria for 
selecting an action, ascertaining the criteria, knowledge deadlines for decisions to be 
made, understanding and handling uncertainty, and knowledge of which team members 
and/or non-team members to involve. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-24 under 35 U.SC §103(a) is 
respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance are earnestly solicited. 

Examiner's response: 

Frees, Flores and L'Allier either separately or in combination address all the 
issues stated by the applicant. (Frees, 1J0191; 'Understanding of team member roles' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'assign actions in the action register' of Frees; Frees, 1J0091 ; 
Frees illustrates how understanding of a task (forgot password) is resolved by 'user 
answer answers the question and is reminded of his password' is demonstrated and 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,446 Page 25 

Art Unit: 2129 

impact of the goal achievement is obtained; Frees, 1J0101 and1J0102; Frees illustrates 
the creation of a team includes a members 'background'; Frees, 1J0104; 'Understanding 
of the team business rules' of applicant is equivalent to 'define the work' of Frees; 
Frees, fl01 01 ; 'Member task skills' of applicant is equivalent to 'background' of Frees; 
Frees, 1J0232; 'Knowing how to do' of applicant is accomplished by accessing the 
'knowledge base' of Frees; Frees, 1J0124; 'knowing tasks of other team members' of 
applicant is equivalent to 'survey tool' of Frees; Frees, 1J0232; 'Needs for doing tasks' is 
accomplished by accessing the 'knowledge base' of Frees; Frees, 1J0123; 
'Understanding of external situation' of applicant is equivalent to 'understanding conflict 
around an issue' of Frees; Frees, 1J0149; 'Current task assignment' of applicant is 
equivalent to 'here and now' status of Frees; Frees, 'Agree or disagree' of applicant is 
accomplished with 'voting/rating' tool of Frees; Frees, 1J0123; 'Predicting whether a plan 
will still enable the team to achieve the goal' of applicant is equivalent to 'likelihood of t 
success' of Frees; Frees, abstract; 'Creating an collaborative environment' and offering 
'varying degrees of structure' of Frees offers knowledge, criteria, deadlines, and team 
members abilities of applicant.) 



Examination Considerations 

9. The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. 
"Office personnel are to give the claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light 
of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44USPQ2d 1023, 
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1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in 
the claim are not read into the claim. In re Prater, 415 F.2d, 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 
541, 550-551 (CCPA 1969)" (MPEP p 2100-8, c 2, I 45-48; p 2100-9, c 1, I 1-4). The 
Examiner has the full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 
Examiner will reference prior art using terminology familiar to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. Such an approach is broad in concept and can be either explicit or implicit in 
meaning. 

10. Examiner's Notes are provided to assist the applicant to better understand the 
nature of the prior art, application of such prior art and, as appropriate, to further 
indicate other prior art that maybe applied in other office actions. Such comments are 
entirely consistent with the intent and sprit of compact prosecution. However, and 
unless otherwise stated, the Examiner's Notes are not prior art but link to prior art that 
one of ordinary skill in the art would find inherently appropriate. 

1 1 . Examiner's Opinion: Paragraphs 9 and 1 0 apply. The Examiner has full latitude 
to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,446 Page 27 

Art Unit: 2129 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

13. Claims 1-24 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 

14. Any inquiry concerning this information or related to the subject disclosure should 
be directed to the Examiner Peter Coughlan, whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5990. The Examiner can be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:15 a.m. to 3:45 
p.m. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor David Vincent can be reached at (571 ) 272-3687. Any response to this 
office action should be mailed to: 
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Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, 
Washington, D. C. 20231; 
Hand delivered to: 
Receptionist, 

Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 
401 Dulany Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313, 

(located on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building); 
or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry.) 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any questions 
on access to Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll free). , 



Peter Coughlan 
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